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Appendix J 
Responses to Comments 

Introduction  
 
The Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) for the Mobility Element was distributed 
to trustee and responsible agencies, members of the public, other interested parties, and the State 
Clearinghouse for a 45-day public review and comment period that commenced on July 13, 2017 and 
ended on August 28, 2017.  The document was made available online, at the Santee Branch library, and 
at Santee City Hall. A total of 6 letters were received before the close of the public comment period, as 
listed below.   
 

List of Commenters  
 

The following individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies submitted written 
comments on the Draft PEIR.  

  

Comments and Responses  
 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate all comments on 
environmental issues received on the Draft PEIR and prepare a written response to each. The written 
response must address the significant environmental issue raised and must be detailed with a good faith 
and reasoned analysis in the written response. However, lead agencies need only respond to significant 
environmental issues associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information 
requested by commenters, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15204).  
 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that 

Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date Received 

A Scott Morgan, Director California Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning 
Unit 

August 31, 2017 

B Gail K. Sevrens 
Environmental Program 
Manager 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
South Coast Region 

August 24, 2017 

C Roy Abboud, Acting 
Branch Chief 

California Department of Transportation, 
District 11, Local Development and 
Intergovernmental Review Branch 

August 28, 2017 

D Seth Litchney, Senior 
Regional Planner 

San Diego Association of Governments August 17, 2017 

E Jeff Murphy, Director City of San Diego, Planning Department August 28, 2017 

F Mary Kopaskie Brown, 
Chief 

County of San Diego, Advance Planning 
Division, Planning and Development 
Services 

August 31, 2017 
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focus on the sufficiency of the Draft PEIR in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the 
environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 also notes that commenters should provide an explanation and evidence 
supporting their comments. Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be 
considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence supporting such a conclusion. State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that where a response to comments results in revisions to 
the Draft EIR, those revisions be incorporated as a revision to the Draft EIR or as a separate section of 
the Final EIR.  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 recirculation of the EIR is not 
required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes 
insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. 
 
Written comments on the Draft PEIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses to 
those comments. The comments submitted do not require changes to the impact conclusions or 
additional mitigation to be incorporated that would mitigate a newly identified significant impact. No 
new information, new impacts, or deficiencies are identified that cannot be remedied through minor 
revisions to the Draft PEIR.  To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding 
system is used: 
 

 Comment letters are coded by letters, and each issue raised in the comment letter is assigned a 
number (e.g., Comment Letter A, comment 1 is referred to as A-1). 

 
Where changes to the Draft PEIR text result from responding to comments, those changes are 
demarcated with revision marks (underline for new text, strikethrough for deleted text).



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 
 

A-1 This letter received from the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research (OPR) confirms the conclusion of the  review period by  
State agencies for the Mobility Element Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). The letter includes 
appended comments by State agencies, which are included in 
this Responses to Comments document.  The OPR letter is 
informational and does not raise an environmental issue requiring 
a response. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

A-1 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
A-2 This first page of a two page attachment included with the OPR 

letter confirms the State agencies consulted for the Draft PEIR.  
No further action is required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A-2 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

A-3 This second page of a two page attachment included with the 
OPR letter confirms the public review period for the Draft PEIR.  
No further action is required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A-3 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
B-1 Comment noted. 
 
B-2  Comment noted.  As explained in Section 1.3.1 of the Draft PEIR, 

no public agency other than the City of Santee is required to 
approve the Mobility Element. Development of project-level 
components of the Mobility Element may require approval of 
Federal, State, responsible, and or trustee agencies such as the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) with the PEIR 
as the overarching environmental document for such projects 
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)..  As the 
commenter notes, the City is participating in the Natural 
Community Conservation Planning (NCCP)  program through 
preparation of a draft Multiple Species Conservation Program 
(MSCP) Subarea Plan (SAP). 

 
B-3 Comment noted.  The commenter notes the purpose of the 

Mobility Element and that the corresponding PEIR identifies 
potentially significant adverse effects on special status species, 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities, including 
wetlands.  No further response is required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

B-1 

B-2 

B-3 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
B-4 Comment noted. Here CDFW summarizes its comments and 

recommendations as provided in a subsequent attachment, for 
which the City provides responses.  No additional responses or 
action are required by the City because this comment does not 
raise a specific environmental issue or concern.  City responses 
to CDFW comments are provided in the following pages. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B-4 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
B-5 References provided by the commenter are noted.  No further 

response is required. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B-5 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
B-6  The Final PEIR states that any plans for trails along the San 

Diego River must be accompanied by a site-specific analysis, as 
required under CEQA, to confirm that such trails are consistent 
with the Subarea Plan (SAP) and located in the least 
environmentally sensitive areas. This revision to Policy 7.3 in 
Section 3.6.1.5 of the Final PEIR is presented in underline/ 
strikethrough format. Corresponding Policy 7.3 of the Mobility 
Element has also been updated with the same language and the 
changes are shown in underline/strikethrough format. 

 
B-7  The City agrees with the commenter that the extension of 

Magnolia Avenue and Fanita Parkway should be analyzed in the 
context of the Fanita Ranch subunit planning.  The proposed 
Mobility Element is a policy document that does not propose the 
construction of any project-level transportation improvement such 
as a roadway extension. Any potential future extension of 
Magnolia Avenue and Fanita Parkway will be assessed as part of 
the Fanita Ranch Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report.  
The roadway network maps in the PEIR and draft Mobility 
Element only show general alignments of Magnolia Avenue and 
Fanita Parkway.  The ultimate alignment will be proposed with 
the Fanita Ranch Specific Plan and will be evaluated against the 
City’s proposed SAP for conservation purposes.  The Mobility 
Element does not preclude the conservation of lands in 
accordance with the City’s proposed SAP. 

 
B-8  The PEIR provides a programmatic level environmental analysis 

of the Mobility Element, which is a planning document that does 
not provide for the design or construction of any specific 
transportation improvement project.  The transportation network 
maps provided in the Mobility Element and PEIR identify general 
locations of potential future transportation improvements, such as 
a Cottonwood Avenue bridge.  Although the ultimate design of  
Cottonwood Avenue bridge is not identified with this policy 
document, the subject roadway segment currently exists an as an 
unpaved at-grade culvert crossing with existing right-of-way 
across the San Diego River.  The future design of the crossing is 
unknown at this time but would be a covered project under the…  

 

B-6 

B-7 

B-8 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
[B-8 response continued from previous page] … proposed 
Subarea Plan.  Construction of a crossing at this location will 
require a detailed environmental analysis with an assessment of 
project-specific biological impacts and consistency with the 
proposed Subarea Plan.  Such a subsequent environmental 
analysis would include consultation with CDFW and US Fish and 
Wildlife Service and implementation of no net loss provisions and 
any applicable mitigation measures.  Nevertheless, the City has 
augmented mitigation measure MM-BIO-1 in the Final PEIR to 
clarify that future transportation improvement projects would be 
evaluated with the City’s SAP and any applicable MSCP Subarea 
Plans from surrounding jurisdictions.  The revised mitigation 
measure is presented in MM-BIO-1 in Section 4.2.5 of the PEIR 
with revisions shown in underline/strikethrough format.    
Furthermore, MM-BIO-4 in Section 4.2.5 of the PEIR has been 
augmented to include language that indicates that future projects 
identified by the Mobility Element shall result in no net loss of 
either wetland habitat values or acreage.  The changes does not 
constitute significant new information under Section 15088.5(b) of 
the CEQA Guidelines, no new significant environmental impacts 
of the program have been identified, and the conclusion that 
specific projects would be consistent with the Subarea Plan 
remains the same. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
B-9  See response to comment B-8. 
 
B-10 The 41.6% vacant land figure provided in the PEIR is the best 

available estimate as retrieved from the currently adopted 
General Plan Land Use Element (2020).  The land uses 
reflected in the Land Use Element have had minor modifications 
since it was adopted in 2003 and as such, the figure for vacant 
land is reliable.  These land use figures will be recalculated upon 
a new comprehensive update to the General Plan.  The City 
acknowledges that the Land Use Map (Figure 2-3) is pixelated 
such that its smallest fonts are difficult to read at the scale 
provided; however, the land use designations in the map are 
discernable and the map is readily available from the City’s 
website.  Nevertheless, the City has replaced Figure 2-3 with a 
higher resolution figure in the Final PEIR. 

 
B-11  The Mobility Element is a planning document that updates the 

City’s existing Circulation Element; it does not propose approval 
of any specific bicycle facility improvements.  The environmental 
effects of future bicycle facilities identified in the Mobility 
Element would be evaluated on a project-by-project basis for 
consistency with the City’s SAP and as required under state and 
federal environmental laws.  The City agrees with the 
commenter that bicycle educational awareness programs should 
include discussions on how bicycling and the creation of 
unauthorized trails can have an impact on wildlife resources and 
provide ways those impacts can be prevented, while 
acknowledging the potential threat to habitats if unauthorized 
trails are not monitored or enforced.  Policy 7.2 in Section 
3.6.1.5 of the DPEIR and Policy 7.2 of the draft Mobility Element 
have been revised to state that bicycle educational awareness 
programs are to include an environmental component that 
teaches bicyclists the importance to wildlife resources of staying 
on designated trails.  The revisions are presented in 
underline/strikethrough format. 

 

B-9 

B-10 

B-11 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
B-12 The Mobility Element is a comprehensive, long-term plan that 

does not propose approval of specific development projects.  As 
explained in Section 1.3 of the Draft PEIR, the PEIR identifies all 
potential impacts that would result from project implementation 
at a programmatic level, which cannot always provide detailed 
analysis associated with project-level components.  The PEIR 
identifies a range of potential impacts resulting from future 
development identified under the proposed Mobility Element and 
identifies mitigation measures that future development may 
implement to reduce identified potentially significant effects.  The 
City will assess to what extent further environmental review and 
mitigation is required for future development pursuant to the 
requirements of CEQA Guidelines sections 15168 and 15162, 
including but not limited to the preparation of a Biological 
Resources Technical Report (BRTR) and consultation with the 
Wildlife Agencies. 

 
B-13 See Response to Comment B-12.  Further, for future 

development contemplated in the Mobility Element, MM-BIO-1 
states that all recommendations in the BRTR shall be followed 
and shall consider incorporation of specified measures, including 
pre-construction nesting bird, roosting bat, and focused plan 
surveys and criteria for avoidance and mitigation depending 
upon the results of such surveys; mechanisms to avoid 
environmentally sensitive areas; sensitive vegetation 
communities mitigation at minimum ratios established by the 
Wildlife Agencies; biological monitoring, and a worker 
environmental awareness program.  “Deferral of the specifics of 
mitigation is permissible where the local entity commits itself to 
mitigation and lists the alternatives to be considered, analyzed 
and possibly incorporated in the mitigation plan.” (Defend the 
Bay v. City of Irvine (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 1261, 1275 [citation 
omitted].)  Requiring mitigation to be developed in consultation 
with regulatory agencies can be sufficient to ensure that 
potential impacts will be adequately mitigated.  Performance 
standards based on specific objectives that inform the agency 
“what it is to do and what it must accomplish” are sufficient.  
(Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish & Wildlife 
(2015) 234 Cal.App.4th 214, 245.) 

B-12 

B-13 

B-14 

B-15 

B-16 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
B-14   Comment noted.  The City will continue to require species-

specific surveys in any area of appropriate habitat for the 
species for each individual project as is current City practice for 
projects being assessed for environmental impacts under the 
provisions of CEQA.  The survey work completed as part of the 
City’s SAP will be used to inform additional species specific 
surveys on a project-by-project basis. The Mobility Element has 
provided sufficient detail at this time to understand the 
potentially significant impacts to biological resources at a 
program level.  Furthermore, mitigation measure MM-BIO-1 
requires plant and wildlife field surveys consistent with Wildlife 
Agency protocols to identify protected species that may be 
present in a future project’s area of effect from its construction 
and operation.   

 
B-15  The language in Section 4.2.3.2 of the Draft PEIR indicating 

that a Consistency Determination may be approved under 
Section 2080.1 of the California Endangered Species Act has 
been removed and the change is reflected in the Final PEIR in 
underline/strikethrough format. 

 
B-16  The City has modified MM-BIO-4 in the Final PEIR to clarify that 

the proposed ratio for wetland habitats mitigation shall be 
based on the complexity of the habitat as well as the temporal 
loss associated with a project, as acceptable to the Wildlife 
Agencies through consultation on a project-by-project basis.  
The revision to MM-BIO-4 is presented in 
underline/strikethrough format in Section 4.2.5 of the Draft 
PEIR.  The clarification to MM-BIO-4 does not constitute 
significant new information under Section 15088.5(b) of the 
CEQA Guidelines, and no new significant environmental 
impacts of the program have been identified. 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
B-17  The City agrees with the commenter that wildlife movement 

evaluation and maintenance should include a literature study of 
all relevant documentations of corridors in the area, including 
the SR-67 Multi-species Connectivity Planning (SDMMP, 
2017).  Specific future development projects included in the 
Mobility Element that could result in improvements over wildlife 
movement corridors would be evaluated on a project-by-project 
basis and for consistency with the SAP, with consultation with 
the Wildlife Agencies.  MM-BIO-5 has been revised to provide 
for the consideration of bridges over wildlife movement 
corridors.  The changes are reflected in underline/strikethrough 
format in Section 4.2.5 of the Final PEIR.   

 
B-18  The PEIR cumulative impact analysis was prepared in 

accordance with Section 15130(b)(1)(A) of the CEQA 
Guidelines with an assessment of past, present, and probable 
future projects producing related or cumulative impacts.  The 
determination of a cumulatively significant impact for the 
Mobility Element as a whole does not preclude individual 
projects being assessed environmentally from having their own 
cumulative impact analysis.  Projects tiering off from this PEIR 
would be subject to Mitigation Measures MM-BIO-1 through 
MM-BIO-5, which require each individual project to be 
consistent with the SAP and to mitigate biological impacts to a 
level of less than significant.  All future projects would be…  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B-17 

B-18 

B-19 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
[B-18 response continued from previous page] …required to 
comply with CEQA and the appropriate CEQA process will be 
determined for each, which may include an addendum, 
supplemental, or subsequent CEQA document.  Furthermore, 
such projects would be subject to any additional mitigation 
identified in their respective environmental documents as 
formulated through consultation with the Wildlife Agencies. 
 

B-19  See Response to Comment B-12. The City concurs with the 
commenter that the City is not obligated to fully analyze future 
development activities identified in the Mobility Element for 
which insufficient data exists under this PEIR.  The proposed 
Mobility Element assessed under the PEIR is a planning 
document that does not approve specific construction projects 
nor identify project designs for which significance 
determinations have been made.  The City will consider 
proposed Findings of Fact under State CEQA Guidelines 
section 15091(b) supported by substantial evidence in the 
administrative record for each impact conclusion in the PEIR 
based on what is reasonably foreseeable at the programmatic 
level of review. (See In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Envt'l 
Impact Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 
1143, 1172, 1174.)  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
C-1   Comment noted.  As this comment does not raise an 

environmental issue, no additional response or action is 
required. 

 
C-2 As stated in the Draft PEIR, Table 4.6-10 - the Existing Freeway 

Segment Level of Services includes v/c calculations based upon 
data obtained from Caltrans 2012 Traffic Volumes on California 
State Highways and Caltrans 2012 Annual Average Daily Truck 
Traffic on the California State Highway System, such as traffic 
volumes, number of lanes, directional split, peak hour 
percentages, and heavy vehicles percentage. These data are 
included in Appendix G of the technical report. In addition, LOS 
analysis performed is consistent with the Regional SANTEC/ITE 
Guidelines, a standard for projects in the San Diego region.  
This analysis equation does not allow for the calculation to 
include other factors that may affect freeway operation such as 
grades, weaving, or driver behaviors.  As a result, the freeway 
LOS analysis performed along SR-52 is considered adequate. 
Caltrans’s Local Development‐Intergovernmental Review (LD‐
IGR), which was revised in November 9, 2016 stated that all 
transportation impact analysis should analyze and propose VMT 
mitigation based on the most recent approved version of OPR’s 
CEQA Guidelines and Technical Advisory.  However as of July 
13, 2017 (1st date of public review for the Draft PEIR), OPR still 
has not issued an approved version of the CEQA Guidelines 
and Technical Advisory.  Therefore, VMT analysis, from a traffic 
perspective was not included in the Draft PEIR Transportation 
section.  However, VMT was considered as a part of the 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions analysis, please refer to Table 4.4-
3 of the Draft PEIR for more information.  

 
C-3   The traffic impact analysis was conducted using HCM 2010 

methodology which is the standard methodology that San Diego 
and District 11 utilize for intersection analysis. The LOS for 
existing conditions of the segment of SR-52 between Santo 
Road and Mast Boulevard was based on HCM 2010 and the 
latest data available from Caltrans at the time of the analysis. 

 

 

C-1 

C-2 

C-3 

C-4 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 

 
 
 

 
[C-3 response continued from previous page]  As documented in 
the technical report (Section 3.5.4), the queueing issue at the 
westbound approach to the SR-52 Westbound (WB) Ramps / 
Mast Boulevard intersection is due to the chokepoint created 
where the two receiving lanes on the ramp merge into a single 
lane approximately 475 feet past the Mast Boulevard 
intersection.  
 
The City of Santee has conducted the SR-52 Corridor Study to 
improve traffic conditions along SR-52, including this specific 
intersection.  Please refer to the SR-52 Corridor Study for detail 
analysis as well as traffic operation improvement measure 
recommendations.  In addition, it is important to note that the 
developer of Fanita Ranch is currently preparing a Project Study 
Report at SR-52 including this very interchange.  
 
The Mobility Element is high-level planning document that does 
not include changes to land uses that would generate additional 
vehicle trips.  As stated in the proposed Mobility Element 
Policies (Policy 1.1 through 1.4), the the purpose of the Mobility 
Element is to create a well-connected, multimodal transportation 
network within the City that shifts the mode share from driving to 
bicycling, walking and transit.  Proposed network changes 
identified in the Mobility Element would support a multimodal 
transportation network and foster non-vehicular modes of travel. 
These policies to reduce travel via private passenger vehicles 
would not result in additional traffic on City streets or Caltrans 
facilities. The Draft PEIR adequately discloses traffic conditions 
with and without the proposed Mobility Element based on 
standard practice and analysis methodology; therefore, no 
additional analysis would be required. 

 
C-4  See Response to Comment C2. 
 
C-5 See Response to Comment C3. 
 
C-6 As disclosed in the Draft PEIR Section 4.6.5.3, the San Diego 

Forward: The Regional Plan includes two Revenue Constrained 
freeway improvement projects, one which would add two… 

C-4 

C-5 

C-6 

C-7 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

[C-6 response continued from previous page] …freeway lanes to 
SR-52 from Mast Blvd. to SR-125 by 2035 and one which would 
add two managed lanes and one reversible lane to SR-52 from 
SR-15 to SR-125 by 2050.   Due to the cost associated with these 
improvements it is economically infeasible for the City to 
independently implement these improvements, which are within 
the jurisdiction of Caltrans and SANDAG. In addition there is some 
uncertainty related to the actual development and associated 
traffic impacts that will materialize over time. Future development 
projects’ transportation studies would be able to more accurately 
identify individual project level impacts and possibly provide the 
mechanism to mitigate them through fair share contributions, in 
addition to the forecasted funding planned by SANDAG and other 
funding sources consistent with the SANDAG Revenue 
Constrained RTP.  Subject to available funding, the City will 
continue to work with Caltrans and SANDAG to assess feasible 
interim improvements to SR-52 to relieve congestion, as identified 
in the SR-52 Corridor Study (or variations of such improvements), 
to be implemented before the planned longer term improvements 
are implemented by Caltrans and SANDAG. Therefore impact to 
state facilities would remain significant and unavoidable.  
 

C-7 Comment noted.  The City will continue to coordinate with 
Caltrans and consult with Caltrans on applicable environmental 
documents as is the City’s current practice.  As no environmental 
issues were raised with this comment, no further response is 
required. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C-7 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
D-1 Comment noted.  As this comment does not raise an 

environmental issue, no additional response or action is required. 
 
D-2 The City acknowledges the key goal of the San Diego Forward: 

The Regional Plan to focus growth in smart growth opportunity 
areas.  The Mobility Element policies and objectives and the 
identification of multimodal corridors as priority transportation 
improvement areas will facilitate the development of these smart 
growth areas. 

 
D-3 Comment noted.  The Final Program Environmental Impact 

Report (PEIR) reflects the retitling of SANDAG’s 2050 RTP to 
San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan as requested by the 
commenter.  The revisions are shown in underline/ strikethrough 
format throughout the applicable sections of the Final PEIR. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-1 

D-2 

D-3 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
D-4 The City agrees to the recommended change by the commenter 

in that it more accurately titles the Regional Transportation Plan 
and describes the proposed Revenue Constrained freeway 
improvements to SR-52.  The revisions have been made to 
Section 4.6.4.6 of the Draft PEIR and are reflected in underline/ 
strikethrough format.  The revisions do not add significant new 
information under Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines 
and only further clarify why mitigation for freeway impact 
segments is infeasible. 

 
D-5 The City agrees with the recommendations of the commenter to 

encourage Transportation Demand Management (TDM) within 
the City as a strategy to meet the City’s overarching goal of a 
well-connected multimodal transportation network.  As the 
commenter noted, the proposed Mobility Element does identify 
TDM strategies.   Policy 1.4 of the Mobility Element specifically 
identifies TDM strategies such as creating a mobility hub at the 
existing Santee Trolley Square by providing features such as 
bikeshare, bike parking, and carshare.  As Mobility Element 
policies are implemented, the City will consider the commenter’s 
additional recommended TDM strategies, such as encouraging 
developers to incorporate TDM-supportive improvements in their 
developments and allocating curb space for on-demand 
rideshare services.  The City will also consider updating its 
development standards to include TDM strategies as part of a 
comprehensive Zoning Ordinance update.   

 

D-4 

D-5 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
D-6  Comment noted.  Please see response B-5 above.  The Mobility 

Element is a high-level policy and planning document that 
identifies general mobility objectives and policies.  As these 
policies are implemented, specific strategies such as those 
related to Transportation Demand Management will be 
considered if they further these objectives and policies.  Many of 
the strategies and planning tools suggested by the commenter 
are also listed within the proposed Mobility Element.  As the 
commenter does not raise any specific issue with the 
environmental analysis, no further response is required.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

D-6 

D-5 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
E-1 Both Castlerock and the Sycamore Landfill Master Expansion are 

incorporated into all of the Year 2035 model runs as a part of the 
“Adopted Land Uses”. Year 2035 model output was already 
provided in Appendix H of the technical report. Both the 
Castlerock and Sycamore Landfill land uses were incorporated 
into TAZ 2135 of the model. 

 
E-2  This comment identified the segment of Mast Boulevard between 

SR-52 and West Hills Parkway and West Hills Parkway between 
Mast Boulevard and Mission Gorge Road as a City of San Diego 
facility.  The technical report and DPEIR are revised to reflect the 
correct jurisdiction. 

 
E-3  Mast Boulevard between SR-52 ramps and West Hills Parkway is 

currently a four-lane roadway with a striped median.   This 
segment is not classified in any of the City of San Diego 
community plans (Tierrasanta, Navajo, East Elliot), and the City 
of San Diego General Plan Land Use and Street System Map 
classified this road as a Major Arterial. Per the City of San Diego 
Street Design Manual, a four lane Major Street has a curb-to-curb 
width of 76 feet. This section of Mast Boulevard has a curb-to-
curb width of 85 feet and it connects a Major Arterial to a major 
freeway.   Thus, the traffic analysis correctly analyzed this 
roadway segment as a four-lane Major. 

 
E-4  West Hills Parkway between Mission Gorge Road and Mast 

Boulevard is currently constructed as a four-lane roadway with a 
striped median and turn pockets at all intersections.  This 
roadway segment is also not identified in any of the City of San 
Diego community plans, and the City of San Diego General Plan 
Land Use and Street System Map classified this road as a Major 
Arterial.  Per the City of San Diego Street Design Manual, a four 
lane Major Street has a curb-to-curb width of 76 feet. This section 
of West Hills Parkway has a curb-to-curb width of 85 feet and it 
connects a major arterial to another major arterial.  Thus, the 
traffic analysis correctly analyzed this roadway segment as a 
four-lane Major. 

 
E-5 See Response to Comment E-3. 

E-1 

E-4 

E-2 

E-3 

E-5 



 LETTER   RESPONSE 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
E-6  This comment identified the beginning of Mission Gorge Road.  

The technical report and the Draft PEIR have been revised to 
reflect the start of Mission Gorge Road, as reflected in the Final 
PEIR.  This revision does not affect the analysis results or 
findings of the Final PEIR. 

 
E-7 See Response to Comment E-3. 
 
E-8 The technical report and the Draft PEIR have been revised to 

reflect the existing cross-sections of Mission Gorge Road, which 
are currently constructed as a six-lane roadway between Zion 
Avenue and Old Cliffs Road, four-lane roadway between Old 
Cliffs Road and 700 ft east of Old Cliffs Road, five-lane roadway 
between 700 ft east of Old Cliffs Road and Katelyn Court, and 
as a six-lane roadway between Katelyn Court and Princess View 
Drive. 

 
E-9 See Response to Comment E-4. 
 
E-10 The change is reflected in the Final EIR and is represented in 

underline/strikethrough format.   
 
E-11 As documented in Section 2.4.2 of the Proposed Update to 

Existing Circulation Element (Mobility Element) Technical Report 
and Traffic Impact Study, the analysis for the PEIR was 
conducted using Synchro 8 and the Highway Capacity Manual 
2010 (HCM 2010) methodology. In comparison, the Sycamore 
Landfill Master Plan Expansion Final Traffic Impact Analysis / 
EIR analyzed the same intersection using Synchro 7 and the 
HCM 2000 methodology. The different software version and 
methodology results in different delay and LOS. It is standard 
engineering practice to evaluate intersection operation using the 
latest HCM methodology.  The intersection operational analysis 
for the PEIR was conducted correctly , and no additional 
analysis is required. 
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F-1 Comment noted.  Two options for proposed roadway network 

changes related to Mast Boulevard between the City of Santee 
and the City of Lakeside are analyzed in the PEIR: no connection 
and extending Mast Boulevard as a new four lane major arterial 
roadway (see Section 3.6.2 of PEIR). Under the no connection 
option, a Class I multi-use path would be provided, completing 
the existing gap in the bicycle network. Under the Mast Boulevard 
extension option, a Class II Bike Lane would be provided along 
Mast Boulevard. Figure 5-2 of the technical report and Figure 7-2 
of the Mobility Element are revised to reflect this option.  The two 
options will be presented to the City Council; either could be 
approved because both were fully analyzed under CEQA in the 
PEIR.  

 
F-2 This comment indicates the County of San Diego’s preference. 

Comment noted and no additional response is required.  Please 
also see Response to Comment F-1.   

 
F-3 This comment requests a summary comparison between the two 

proposed options for Mast Boulevard, which is a request to 
present data in a different format already provided in Appendix C 
of the Draft PEIR (Technical Report and Traffic Impact Study).  
As the comment does not identify any deficiency associated with 
the Draft PEIR, the comment is noted and no additional response 
would be required. 

 
F-4  As documented in MM-C-TRA-3, widening Pepper Drive between 

Graves Avenue and Churchill Drive would mitigate the project 
impact to this roadway segment.  However, as noted, due to 
uncertainties with the implementation of this mitigation measure, 
including but not limited to inconsistency with the County’s 
Mobility Element designation, this mitigation was considered to 
be infeasible.  Therefore, this roadway would not be widened and 
the impact would remain significant and unavoidable unless 
County policy changes. 
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F-5  This comment indicates the County of San Diego’s preference. 

Comment noted and no additional response would be required.  
Please also see Response to Comment F-1.   

 
F-6  Comment noted for future projects contemplated in the proposed 

Mobility Element.  Because this comment does not raise an 
environmental issue specific to the Mobility Element, no further 
response is required. 
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